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ANNEX A TO 
COS 4.0/73 



THE MAINTENANCE OF A UNITED KINGDOM 
INDEPENDENT STRATEGIC NUCLEAR CAPABILITY 

INTRODUCTION 

1. In 1972 a number of inter -related studies on the subject of 
the United Kingdom's independent strategic nuclear deterrent were 
completed and a memorandum (1) containing our advice was offered 
to Her Majesty's Government. Since that advice was offered a 
number of changes to the circumstances concerning the recommendations 
have occurred and the Chief of the Defence Staff instructed 

the Assistant Chief of the Defence Staff (Policy) to re-examine 
the subject (2) . . 

AIM 

2. To examine the recommendations made (3) to maintain an 
independent national strategic nuclear deterrent capability which 
would satisfy the most recent JIC assessment (4) and also to 
examine the advice offered to HMG in November 1972 on this subject (1) 
and to consider whether, in the light of the changed circumstances, 
both are still valid. 



BACKGROUND 



Rationale 



3. As part of the studies' concerned with the maintenance of 
the United Kingdom's independent strategic nuclear force, in 
April 1972 we restated (3) the case for maintaining a UK 
strategic nuclear force and reviewed the need to retain an 
effective nuclear deterrent in the longer term. The conclusions 
of our paper (3) relevant to this study were as follows: 

"The main justification for the possession of a nuclear 
deterrent is to provide the ultimate guarantee of national 
security and sovereignty, and to protect national interests 
where conventional defences are no longer effective. Without 
it, the United Kingdom has no means of its own of deterring 
nuclear attack or large-scale conventional aggression by a 



Notes : 



1. 
2. 
3, 
4. 



S of S'-.TIO 18/1/1 of 6 November 1972. 
CDS 1141/5 dated 3 October 1973 .v* 
COS 45/72 dated 25 April 1972. 
JIC(A)(72)30. 
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( Continued ) 

nuclear power and countering nuclear blackmail. We would view 
such a situation with the gravest misgivings, (para 70) 

"A British deterrent force is of value in NATO in t-w u 
provides the Alliance with a European contribution t tne overall 

Ocn" than France^T ""^ declsl ° n f " retaliation. 
Tf I \t • t " I fT Eu J opean men,ber Possesses this capabilitv 
If a British deterrent force did not exist, the United States 
would have a monopoly of NATO's nuclear power. Conversely tL 
necessity for such a European element becomes stronger as the 
£ara C 71)? bec <™s Passively less credlbL. 

"In both contexts the value of the British ^f.^h a 

under American control, 0u r present dependence 0 n the uSted 7 

States for material assistance, and our reliance fnr ^IiT- 

does not amount to control. (para 72)! reilance for intelligence, 

"It is difficult to show that' possession of a nuclear 
deterrent confers on Britain any specie! status world-wide But 

r qUS Stlonable that our position in NATO and in Europe 
would be very different if we were not a nuclear power. It would 
be undesirable for Francp i-n *-u~ „ i *. F ' ■ ±c would 

(para 73). * ranee to be the only such power in Europe. 



"As to the level of effectiveness required: 

tLoJt* ^f"' ^ itS SyStems of control, must at all 
times be able to remain effective in the face of pre- 
emptive attack. The alternative would be to place 
absolute reliance on the factor of warning time. . (para 75). 

b. It must be capable of inflicting on Soviet Russia a 
level of damage which Soviet leaders would regard as ■ 

United^S , " PriCS f ° r an - the 

United Kingdom or her European allies. This level was 

defined in 1962 as the equivalent of the destruction ' 

of the five largest Russian cities. Although we have 

no reason to doubt the continuing validity of this criterion- 

we consider that it would now be timely to obtain comment ' 

v-. ■ . ... ■ ■ •• . 
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on certain specific points (para .75). 



ANNEX^_a_ T0 

COS__ 40/73 . 
(Continued) 



Soviet^defencef S ° f develo ^« of the'' ' • 

as may arise from f,A, S " CC T t SUCh ^"ations 

wnatever the development of Soviet defences th(,*r, 
to penetrate must ensure for us an Z S ablllt y 

what, the ■Soviets themselves must Lard S , ^ 
wort hy of d fence> It thus ^"""^ .. 



JIG Assessment (4) 



4. 



b. 



^TAlJfflSD UNDER | 

jgecnoN 3(4) f 



Notes 
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1 4. 
5, 
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COS .40/73 ' 
(Continued) 



RETAINED UNDER- J 
SECTION 3(4) I 



e. 




Clio 



i'4 




Advice to. HMG 



d; t er^"r 1972 *? ^ ^ study for leaving the 

^ ^dlff^ " the fisting AST: POLARIS System 

modified by an unproved Brit^h re-entry system; and warheads 

b UK. POSEIDON. - POSEIDON C3 missiW (including a MRV - 
capability) with British warheads.. • , V ° 
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ANNEX A TO 
COS 40/73 
(Continued ) 



c. HYBRID (later renamed STAG) - POSEIDON C3 missile 
improved British warheads as in SUPER ANTELOPE and a * 
re-entry system based on SUPER ANTELOPE technology. 

to thT.llT 11 °t StUdi6S (6) We s ^tted a memorandum 
to the Secretary of State who then forwarded it to" the Prime 
Minister with his comments (1)\ The conclusi n„ of J 
(para 39), were as follows: conclusions of the memorandum 

"We conclude: 

lL / f /i n ^ ters confirm their intention to maintain 
fntt ,i lltY ° f ° Ur ^cgic nuclear deterrent 
force m the national role, there is an urgent need 
to improve its penetration capabilities; 

In rJ^ l h& baSiS °f present estimates the HYBRID would 
m cash terms cost less in the -long run. During thT 
period of the LTC however the HYBRID w^uldt^re^xpensive . 

nrnh^M 6 ?° Utical difficulties which the US would 
probably face over the supply of POSEIDON with its 
MIRV capability and its relative cost make UK POSEIDON 
the option least worth pursuing. ru^iuuN 

e. The HYBRID has operational, technical and logistic 

arl a m rfdi?f er f™*' its estimated co t 
are more difficult to accommodate in the earlier years. 

to final afr- G SeCretar y has mad * clear that subject 
1 t d°r ™ the strategic nuclear options he 
Sth! 5 ?!? ad ? ltl0ns ^ be made to the defence budget 
' ^d^M i ant yearS * ^ e plications of these 

as a whole. will need to be studied. The Chancellor^ 
( . the Exchequer has reserved his position! ChanCeU ° r of 
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Notes : 



1. 
6. 



S of S MO 18/1/1 of 6 November 1972. 
POPC 19/72 (Final) 7 September 1972. 
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ANNEX A TO 
COS 40/73 
(Continued^) 



g. Subject to Ministers' views on the options the 
next step should be to open discussions with the US 
Government, as soon as they are able to respond, in 
order to secure as much further authoritative guidance 

• S P ™L lMe ° n wMch t0 take a fi » al decision between 
the HYBRIDS SUPER ANTELOPE . The aim should be to take 
this decision as early as possible in 1973. 

^ n 5?- th f C ° UrSe ° f theSe disc ^s.ions we should need 
in particular to confirm US readiness to help us with 
development and production . of the HYBRID; and in the 
context of logistic support for the two optLns to eelc 
further information on how long the US intend ^ I 
POLARIS and POSEIDON missiles in service ^ 

j . There would be advantage in informing the French 
Government, at the earliest possible stag!, of at least 
the broad outline of our plans. Our aim should be to 
persuade that the measures to improve the POLAR t£% 

ana to elicit from them information on their own plans. 

until tZ end £^7Z^Jfc£ m * c ' — " me „ ts 

mxssxles i s considered to be the only feasfble^Kon. 

5f p r o]ec d t: try> t0BardS cl -"^tion^dt f S^of 
n. The size and pace of commitments even in this 

s 1 c r I0 d r o ? u ^e c C oirb of r oMRis ^~ s aS a : e 

questions are clarifipH Hnr n - nf , a- . i-nese 

few months." ' in i dlSCUSS10n in the next 
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ANNEX A TO 
COS 40/73 
(Continued ) 

7. In the advice tendered to HMG it was stated that, if decisions 
were made in time, a continuous patrol of one SSBN armed with SUPER 
ANTELOPE Improved POLARIS missiles could be maintained from mid 
1978. The times for the other options was stated to be earlv 
1980. y 

Developments Since November 1972 

8. By May 1973 discussion with US Authorities indicated that the 
STAG would be technically more difficult and potentially more costly 
than previously thought. This development was reported (7) to 
Ministers together with a new US offer - OPTION M (a suitablv 
deMIRVed POSEIDON missile system with a UK development of the 
Mk III POSEIDON warhead). Thereafter it was increasingly assumed 
that UK POSEIDON (including a full MIRV capability) was no longer 
a likely option because of its attendant US political difficulty- 
over MIRV. Thus the range of options at this time became 
effectively Option M, SUPER ANTELOPE and STAG. The Secretary of 
State reported (7) to the Prime Minister that if financial and 
political factors could be set aside OPTION M would provide the 
best military solution. STAG has ceased to be regarded as a 
viable option since the Ministerial Meeting of 7th May 1973. 

9. For the Ministerial Meeting of 12 June, the Secretary of State 
reported {8) on the relative merits of OPTION M and SUPER ANTFLOPE 
Following this meeting, fresh enquiries were made to ascertain 
whether the US Government would be prepared to make a fully 
MIRVed POSEIDON system available, to the UK. It was reported (9) 
that Dr Kissinger believed that the President would prefer not 
wou^d V entail? Ce ^ CoTlgreS ' Sioiial difficulties that such a request 

10. At further Ministerial Meetings held on 16 and 26 July 
discussions (9) (10) continued on OPTION M and SUPER ANTELOPE and 
swS ?w ^ 6ar that / iscus sions with the French Government 
showed that they regarded collaboration as a question for the 
longer term and that any consideration of collaboration over 

w'tKTT 11 ' 8 WaS n0t P° ssible - It- was further reported 
th*t the development of SUPER ANTELOPE had been assessed as a 
technical programme of unknown but probably high risk and' that 
there could be difficulties in supporting the POLARIS missile^ 
Notes: 

7. . . S of S MO 18/1 of 2 May 1973. 

8. S of S MO 18/1/1 of 8 June 1973. 

9. Attachment to S of S MO 18/1/1 of 20 July. 

10. S of S MO 18/1/1 of 27 July. ■ 

•".-At? 
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ANNEX A TO 

COS_4Q/73 

^Cont inued ) 

system uniquely for us after it had been phased out of service 
with the USN in the early 1980s"(9). Later in his submission to the 
Prime Minister prior to the next meeting on 12 September the 
Secretary of State reported (11) that the chances of obtaining 
full UK POSEIDON as in para 5b above were assessed as marginally 
better although the choice remained effectively between OPTION M 
and SUPER ANTELOPE . Regarding Option M, it was stated that after 
further discussion with the US, there was "no reduction in the 
uncertainty about the cost of developing and producing the new 
dispenser needed for Option M, which is the major area of technical 
risk in the project; we cannot begin to resolve this until we have 

t £ r T ^ e Pr ^ sldenti ^ 1 determination needed for the. release of 
the Mark III warhead for Option M" (11). 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Defence Expenditure 

Ik id"^/ 1 !^ 0 ", 31 !- Def T e Estimates have represented between 
S-S/. and of GNP. Looking a little further ahead, this trend of a 
comparatively stable share of GNP is broadly maintained in the years 

is r t nt;r^ We 5"?. f ™ ""f™ 6 BUdg£t tarS6tS ' thou Sh the tendency 
is towards a declining rather than an increasing share. By contrast 
With this short term stability, longer term projections suggest that 
manpower costs will rise at least as quickly, and equinmenf co'ts a 
good deal more quickly, than the likely rise in GNP° ihus th° 

tf2? n^fT 6 ' WhlCh 18 already "^"y constrained by existing 
Defence Budget targets, is going to come under increase/pressure 
even if a constant share of GNP is to be available for Defence! 

12. As part of the 1973 Public Expenditure Survey a number of studies 
have been undertaken based on LTC 1973 and aimed It indicating toe 
consequences of having to accept lower levels of Defence expenditure 
In the first instance, in order to realise short term savings in 
Public expenditure, a cut of £60M was imposed on the existing 

UlustrJ^f f ° r 1974/75 • PUrth6r Studias were completed to 
illustrate the consequences of having to meet two higher 

levels of savings (cases A and B) in the target years (12) 

and in particular in 1976/7 and 1977/8. Ihese formed the basis 

for briefing the S of S for the current PESC discussion^? , 

Notes: V< 
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9. Attachment to S of S MO 18/1/1 of 20 July, 
U- S of S MO 18/1/1 dated 10 September 1973. 
J-2. COS 33/73 dated 20 August 1973. 
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ANNEX A TO 
COS 40/73 
(Continued ) 



These discussions have not yet been completed but it is already clear 
(13) that the Chancellor of the Exchequer is seeking to reduce 
defence expenditure to about of the GNP by 1977/8, or as soon 
thereafter as possible. It is against this background that the 
consequences of having to absorb unprovisioned expenditure for 
Polaris improvements should be assessed, although, as will be 
seen from Appendix Inconsiderable provision has already been made 
whichever option is selected. 

Polaris • Improvement Costs 

13. Appendix 1 outlines the programme costs of SUPER ANTELOPE 
and OPTION M over the next ten years, together with the provision 
m existing Defence Budget targets and in the 1973 LTC. Defence 
Budget targets in this paper are the updated Comd 5178, Public 
Expenditure White Paper figures up to 1975/6 and the MOD planning 
figure (14) for 1976/7. It can be seen that both options would 
involve excess expenditure as shown by the following summary 
extracted from S of S's letter to the Prime Minister (11)- 



SUPER ANTELOPE 



OPTION M 



£M 




LTC 1973 


1973/4-1976/7 


1977/8-1983/4 Cumulative Total 


+67 


-31 +36 


+104 


+96 +200 



However on a through life cost basis" the difference between the two 
options narrows to £67M in favour of SUPER ANTELOPE due largely to 
the increase in cost of running on SUPER ANTELOPE into the early 
90 s consequent upon the by then "uniqueness" of the Polaris 
missile. 



14. S of S has placed on record (1) with his colleagues his view 
that improvements to the strategic nuclear deterrent should not be 
w£ • ^Elo^ of 1 conventional forces. Accordingly, the MOD have, 
both m 1972 and 1973, included in their claim for adjustment to 
Defence Budget targets any differences between the provision for 
Notes : - 



1. • 
11. 
13. 
14. 



M0 18/1/1 dated 6 November 1972. 
S of S MO 18/1/1 dated 10 September 1973. 
Chancellor of Exchequer to PM dated 10 September 1973. 
M0 18/1/1 dated 16 November 1973.. 
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ANNEX A TO 
COS 40/73 
(Continued) 



f^o^^T? **** ** the current LTC and that included in " 
^ ,1 T ^\?? fence Bud § e t targets for 1974/5 and 1975/6 agreed 

^ ^ i" 2 PubUc Ex P endi ture Survey were adjusted to reflect nart 
of the MO^claim at that time for additional expenditure ™ Polaris 
improvements. In spite of this adjustment the Chancellor has 
reserved his. own position on the handling of the rest- of the 
additional expenditure and the figures agreed in 1Q7? , m(! H-f 

tht l t 'a * t6r years - Indeed - a11 the indications are 

Treasury^ iS lik <^ *> be strongly opposed by the 

15 SUPER ANTELOPE. This option would involve expenditure 
additional to the provision in the Defence Budget targets but 
subsequently, apa rt from £1M in 1977/8, would requ^re'le s than 

then acme £67M will need ^a^rbed T h e^^f^T 18 ' 

estimated to SoS Stffi p^*™' l< 

expendiSL S ^ER ANTELOPE^Dartlc^l Conslaerabl y higher level of 

POLARIS Improvements in the Context ofRevlsgd Defeuce fin^n-,,,. 

StSU Spffl,^ thS - tonse^rof S fundiu g 

reduced Defence targe" Z^rt 197^8°™^ 'IT ^ ° f 

^i^«s^^-r!S^ -id 

trial ertects. In the most extreme case the- security 
Note: . 3 



15. 
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ANNEX A TO 
COS 40/73 
(Continued ) 

and influence of the UK would be in question and a major reappraisal 
of current Defence Policy would be inescapable.. 

Implications of Absorbing Polaris Improvement Costs 

19. The cost of accommodating either option of the POLARIS 
Improvement Programme could be met within Defence Budget targets 
up to 1976/7, and for the later years within the provisions of 
LTC 73, without a major effect on the Defence Programme. However 
absorption of the SUPER ANTELOPE costs would lead to a degradation 
of the UK s conventional capability in the target years (1974/5- 
1977/8), and accommodation of OPTION M costs in these years would 
have greater effects broadly comparable to those illustrated in 
Savings Level 1, Option 2 of Appendix 2. 

20. If absorption of the cost of either of the options were 
coupled with reductions in planned Defence Budget targets as a 
consequence of the current PESC discussions, a reappraisal of 
defence programmes would be inevitable. The severity of the 
consequences would, obviously be dependent on the extent of the 
reductions and the illustrative examples of the implications at 
various levels are at Appendix 2. These have been assessed (15) as 
ranging from some slowing down and cancellation of certain proiects 
to a major reassessment of our entire Defence Policy up to 1993/94. 

OTHER CHANGES IN CIRCUMSTANCES 
Forecast of In-Service Dates 

renn T f nn%? 6 T U lt M i nist f ial meeti *S on 12 September the expected 
report on the Lockheed study on US support for SUPER ANTELOPE has 
been received. The programme proposed for US support would imply 
a slippage of the SUPER ANTELOPE programme as a whole of about one 
year, though up to six months of this may be recoverable, but there 

seT^H tK f SySt£m ^ n0t b£ de P l0 ^ ed continuously at 

sea until ; 1980. It is not possible at this early stage precisely to 

C n we 7 'iH ^ t0 WhiCh SliPPa§e ™r inCre - G th * over'n cos 

deW ?h & T Ct 11 '? €XCeed SOme £5M to £10M for 6 months' 

delay. This expenditure would fall outside the critical years. 

OPTTO^m t0 th ^ dela y in takin S a decision, it is now unlikely, if 
of one SSBN^ ^f*™* s ?^ion, that the continuous deployment 
mid 1981 P H tHiS miSSile COuld be achieved before 

Note: 

15. AUS(P & B) 209/73 dated 16 August 1973. 

ft -.11 
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ANNEX A TO 
COS 40/73 
(Continued) 



Political and Economic Trends 



23. The overall requirements of British Defence Policy and the 
particular need to maintain an independent strategic nuclear 
capability must be considered in the light of the changes which are 
taking place in political and economic affairs in Europe. 

24. The effect of Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) in 
whatever form they eventually emerge, would give the impression of 
a reduction in the need for military preparedness. The Conference 

desirable will inevitably support this view. The whole concept of 

th " viet°UnL r n d w^ ^ n T aggreSSi0n treat ^ bet — German^and 
qn^-fr ° haS been given neater emphasis by the US/ 

Soviet agreement on the prevention of nuclear war, has promoted a 
euphoric atmosphere of greater security in Europe Sese Actors have 

military expenditure, and the consequences of such 
of ^0 ™ f " y ^ 3 l0Werin§ ^ ^ Si2e » ******* both) ' 

S'f^^ 8 3150 been a sl § n ificant shift in the relationshin 
growth or 'the Enf" though the US has supported ?he 

Conventional Balance of Forces 

hfve ^thelrldibi, > 6 Bf /T S WhlCh P0Utical developments will 
r^f^ ^ e v credlbl lity of the American nuclear guarantee are 

conventi^f" 0611 ' °S aDalySeS PlaCl ^ lnCreasad -pha ifon 
convent 1 ^T,"- ^ asse "ment (16) of NATO's 

S £ ? his^r 17) MTO Mllit ^ Authorities 

xy cms year that the conventional imbalance had 

Notes: p. '* " 

16. COS 27/73. 

17. MCM/10/73 of 26 January 1973. ^ ' 



TOP SECRET UK EYES A 



i ■ ANNEX A TO 

COS 40/73 ., 

■ (Contijmed) 

C ^Vm^ SvSse^i " PreSCTt not reversed^' 

be so huge as'to^bVSever ™h ™/-es could 

subscribed to this view in NATO b,,t l™f 1 recentl 7 

made to persuade the other AuLce nations tf? rt"' ™" being 
capability is far less favourabT o t^r saw Pact , 
assessed and that, given certain force improvements u P T 10USly 
conventional aggression could in the US XT T • PaCt 
to 60 days without resort to the use of S&SVSgFyjf ^ 

and presumably also of the Warsaw Pact of t% ^-° f AUlaS > 

escalate the conflict TMilmT ■ , willingness to 

or non-US nuclear force. 6mphaslses importance of a European 

FACTORS WHICH B KMATN CONSTANT 



28. 
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ANNEX A TO 
COS 40/73 
(Continued ) 

Need for Improvement 

29. As neither the Soviet ABM defences nor the POLARIS Force 
capabilities have altered since the last assessment was made (6) 
the need for improvements to meet the criterion remains unchanged. 

The US view of SUPER ANTELOPE ' 

f?- United States authorities have been consistent in expressing 

the following views on SUPER ANTELOPE: expressing 

a. They would offer support and assistance up to 
the start of the system's development. 

• b; Despite a. SUPER ANTELOPE is essntiallv a 
UK project. y 

mLsS th^Tn^ 1972 ^ WaS reP ° rted (1 > t0 the p rime 
' ttlf'S I S UK had been assured by the US Administration of 
their continued support for SUPER ANTELOPE and in September 1973 

Sfe^eTthat hf ^ ^ ^ Schl "*ngT SecmW of 

Defence that he was glad to be assured that the US would be haoov 

to continue support for the SUPER ANTELOPE programme during the 7 
period of the UK s Ministerial deliberations. S 

32. UK Project . The US attitude in this respect is illustrated 
by a recent Department of Defence letter (21) to the CM Pf 
Scientific Adviser which, inter alia, stated: 

n? r J2 8t ; r \ 8 letter ° f 18 ° Ct0ber 1971 relating to 
efforts m support of SUPER ANTELOPE said: 

'Our role is that of assisting 

you m certain areas. The UK has assumed 
and rightly so the role of principal design 
agent and primary responsibility for the 
programme's successful outcome accordingly 
rests with you. We, of course, will advise 
you of any moves which appear to us to deserve 
reconsideration but it is not our intent to 
undertake an independent ' evaluation/assessment 
of the overall system design'. 



Notes: 
1. 



6. 

20. 
21. 



S of S MO 18/1/1 dated 6 November 1973. 

POPC 19/72 dated 7 September 1973. ' 

S of S MO 18/1/1 dated 24 September 1973. 
Director of Defence Research and Engineering letter ^dated 
5 September 1973. 
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ANTELOPE must be viewed in the light of assisting in the 
development of a British weapon system." 

MTELoIrT^' The US views on the risks associated with SUPER 
ANTELOPE (8) have remained essentially unchanged. 

IMPLICATIONS OF NOT IMPROVING POLARIS 

34. Although at present the radar coverage of the Soviet ABM svston, 

op^S «e e ^or^^ la ^ d ^ dePl07ing UK ^Sle 
M ) is chat bi w }fT f Se f Srnent ' as S iven our advice 
" . Uj ' 13 that b y 1974/5 the Russians will have extended thpir 
ABM radar arcs to cover missiles launched from thele areas T^ere 

subma r e operati ^ £ss 

to Late W708 m« T "Tf 6d t0 be C ° Vered ^ the ^dle 
co late 1970s. Thus, unless Polaris is given an improved 

■esse ^ sr^ 1 -- , . 

thaf toe VisYr ^ UaUy P ° SSeSS - N^ertheless , if they consider 

oe aL^d asTsien t h ^ ° f 100 ^ in def en « of Moscow "ould 
wffifw ? V* S , 3t th6y con sider a defence of this size 

miffn»f K 6fe - d th6ir Capital a « ainst B^"ish and French 
tESS^ES £g "° the JL. 

36. it has been suggested that the judgement that the UK's 

Tf enS ItXllf fTl ^ CaPable ^ P^trating^he ™ 
erences is false for the reason that "the Soviets might not 

Notes: 

1. S of S MO 18/1/1 dated 6 November 1972. 
8. S of S MO 18/1/1 dated 8 June 1973. 
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expend ABMs on UK missiles with the United States looking over 
their shoulder" (22). This view could only be accepted if one 
believed that the Soviet leaders did not wish to defend MOSCOW 
from destruction and had sited MOSCOW' s ABM defences for an 
entirely different purpose. 



37. 




38; From the argument in the previous paragraphs there can be 
little doubt that, by the end of this decade, an unimproved Polaris 
system could not be relied upon to penetrate the Moscow area ; 
defences. .Were the Russians to take the same view, the credibility 
of the national nuclear strategic deterrent would be correspondingly 
reduced. 

SUMMARY ■ 

Rationale 

39. We have previously said that the case for the United Kingdom's 
independent strategic nuclear .deterrent capability lies under three 
main heads : 

a. As the ultimate guarantee of national security 
and sovereignty/- , 

b. As NATO ' s European contribution to the overall . ' : 
deterrent. •• ... . 

c. . As conferring special status on Britain in : . 
Europe . . 

Notes:." 

1. S of S MO 18/1 dated 6 November 1972. - 

4. JIC(A)X:72)30... . . ';.;.r 

22. Head BDSM signal 282130 dated 28 September 1973. 
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